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Perhaps the most crucial- aspect in gathering informationfrom

¢

. © 2
. , students concerning instruction is. deciding what to ask, _The kinds of

o

items that can be used on student rating instruments can be. analyzed in two
0

ways., One is the focus of the item.. To what particulan,aspect of the _

student's experience in the course are we directing the student's attention?

It.%dght be some segment of course, content, a visible instructor behavior,

- -

or a portion of the course»materials. Second, the kihd of itém includes

0 N -

o .

the task that theﬁi;udent 1s asked to perform when responding to these items.

Often, the items ask the student to obsexve what has occurred in the class;c o k

—_ ”@f°;m and make a value judgment or evajuation based.upon that observation. | ,ekf'k
\\}b' | For exauple, items such as the following ofterf appkar on student ratiné forms: fd
"Considering everything; how would }ou rate this instructor?’ ‘ { .
o7 . "The instructor had.an'adequate knowledge of his subject matter." N
- Or, some instréments require students to use a response scale-that coupares

the. instructor or course to some “average' or jeferent group (e.g., Excellent],

v —

Above Average, Average;VBelow Average, Poor). However, an alternative kind

of task is a descriptigF one rather than an evaluative type. "The student's
| ¢ ' .

task in such items is to observe and descr‘be various cohpdhen@s of the ° =
. instructiomal setting. An_example of\ this type might be to ask the students
‘- whether'the% agree or disagree with the following items: oc | ;o d
o ' ' "Instyructor communicated at a level appropriate to my understanding." a )
"My work was evaluated in ;ays that were méaningful to‘;e;". - S

< v
" ¢ . \‘l . ) - -

A brief review of current student opinion forms suggests to us that

they appear to be primarily composed of evaluative tasks conéerning instructor,

7
classroom behavior. Recently, much research has been reported concerned with : |
. v . . :

the validation ‘of such instruments. .

-~




¥inal examinatioh. ‘One would not necessarily expect, however, to find a

y ) _ . ' ‘ o
Some studies have used a criterion—related approach; their hypothesis being -, .

that if student ratings are valid as measures of teaching effectiveness,

/
i
they should have a positive correlation with, measures of student performance.
- g -
The study by McKeachie, Lin, and Mann (1971) supported this hypqthesis, .
using a measure of critical thinking as 4 measure of etudent performance. -

Other researchers (Rodin and Rodin, 1972; Gessnery 1973; Frey, 1973;

‘ ‘ )
Doyle and Whitelv,'1974),h_ve used achievement measures in their validity
% . . .

<

studies, but their results have been gonflicting. -

-
. -

Other studies have considered.the validation of ‘such irstruments more

as a'matter of construct validity. If student ,ratings are valid measures

[ 4

of; teaching effectiveness, it is usually posited, they should not be

" affected by-various student, course, or instructor variables such as

expected grade, class size, or instructor's rank which we believe are not

o

Ty

+ related to teaching effectiveness. Yet, studies (Costin,‘Greenough, and -

Menges,~197l) have yielded inconclusive results, either reporting some -

. oderate' cgrrelations oy no significant correlations among these variables.

i A
- i

\ ‘
Howgver, the validity of student ratings using descriptive items appears

to require)a different focus.

have occurg%d in an inst tional setting should probably have no relationship

- o

. to a variable such as sex of tﬁe instructor,‘relationships with certain other
\\ .

variables might be appropriate. For example, one might expect a positive

correlation betweén a student's perception that his/her knowledge or skill

has increased from taking a course and, his/her scoré on the comprehensive

Y

' \

correlation between the test scores and. description of the degree to

PR

which practical.applicati s of the materialnvere discussed. ' ' o

o

Th ugh a dedcription of what has been observed to

re
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.

§ - The question then arises conceining what items are appropriate for a

descriptive tagk of studentbratings}ng;, in othér werds, what can students

(s . ) - . . I3
be expected. to observe? Thg'emphasis here gliould be to focus on thdse ’

aspects of the instructional setting that students are able and willing to

; directly observe and re%ort., ) . . -
. Could we as faculty legitimately reSpond, if questioned by the
,University Regents, concerning whethzr.the Presigent of tne University - .
4 ’» has done a good job of representing the University to the legislature? '
How are we to know what his best effort might4be? How are we .to k;hw what he . -

'or she has actually done? It would be more reasonable, perhaps, to ask each of us

.

if we feel that the President s visible actions at faculty sendte meetings

*

contributed to faculty welfare. Similarly, it would be unreasonable to ask
students if the instructor has an adequate'knowledge of his subject matger.
On what basis 1is the student to judge? Rather we might ask the student to

describe the'presentation of material.. A student can prpbably observe and -
/'\0

: ' describe many selegted instructor behaviors, course content and structure,’ and

instructional materials and methods. He certainly cannot observe scholarlyfv‘
'l

competence, motivation‘%r many ‘other factors.  Although it°is not frequently

-

( done, we might also ask the stuggnts to describe thelir perceptions of the

. outcomes of Instruction for them as individuals (e.g., What hqge you

b

- . done as a.result f the hoursé?) The focus should be for students to re- ei
.. spond in terms of individual )jperception, rather thar in terms/of effect on ° S -

. ) "!'! Vo

£

the class as a whole. Composite perceptions should be ‘obtained by averaging .

N %

individual observations, not by averaging-(probably inralid) estimates of .

. ‘ Q@
. .. the average perception. As individuals, we could not respond to a question ,

”

a ;on hgv*the entire facuity feels concerning some recent ~action. . Nor Jshould . }

. , by :
'.v AN ‘ D

. . » 7
~ - . , |
. ‘ |

an
a/}. g " . . .
o/ . . 1 ] . -
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“exists in the descriptiver procedure. c v . %

descqibe class activities which encourage thgm to think and be breative B ’

K\\k_ . ‘ e ) A
we expect that, a student would always be willing to respond honestly ?o ,
. - » ' a, j\ ¢
an° item such as: st o . ‘ .
- - . ‘ . d

"Indtructor was willing to’ help students ottstde of class."

Each descriptive”statement~shou1d have a focus to which the individual

‘o

student can and will respond validly. ‘ . o .

© f
The use of descriptive items for student ratings does not,qhqseZEr, §
. ]
] N . v . .
eliminate the use of these ratings as partial evidence of teaching effect-

iveness. It merely removes thé responsibility for evaluation from the stu-

‘-

dent and places it othhose who review the student responses. It becomes
up to the individual instructor, or his/her colleagues, or the central
administration to determine the evaluation suggested by the students' ~ per- ﬁ -

ceptions. All this, of course, presumes a satisfactory level of Validity -

- , - ' 4 - v oot
L,
: : : ot « . \
o . " i - Purpose

»

The purpose of thisdstudy was to investigate what kinds of descriptive -
* _ A . ,

items .are or are not related to which course and instructo:\%ariables. It

b2

is possible that there may be different relationships between various student,
. . ’ -
co.v:'se,_ and instructor characteristics and the items*used on®student opinion #

forms according to the focus of the item. As an example, if students in- .
| \
dicate that, in generalcz¢ﬁe course assignments required them to use higher

level cognitive processes, we should expect to(find that students also

.

rather than just require recall of material presented by the instructor.

Similarly,cwe might expect that agreement to this type of item would be more

¥

prevalent in graduate,level coursesvrather‘than lower—level undergraduate,

|
)
v y |
E
,
E

v o

introductory'courses aimed at teaching students basic, factual information.
! ) 1] v

’ . . ~ . . . Z
‘ - ~ . - ;
. s, ]
» . Lo . :
. -
‘
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In research conducted at the University of Iowa on an evaluative

’

. . , = : 4 B
rating form that asked students to compare the instructor to the .

" . best and worst instructors they have known, we foynd thatbthe rank_of ) _ L

] E R
. -2 -
the instructor was confounded with responses to such items as:

el

A ‘ . :
“"Ability to adapt course content to level of students." .

"Skill infpresenting material interestingly and clearly."

!

However, qif the focus of the item were to ¢hange such that we asked students

°

whether or not the instructor'communicated at-a level appropriate to their

understanding or whether or n ot presenptation of material was clear, perhaps

the rank of the instructor wo t be related to the way in which~stu-

dents respond nor would other characteristics of the instructor such as

age or Sex. : _ . 4
o ’ . .
‘ oResearch into the relationship between students' grades anthhe items »

on the instrument is, of course, also appropriate. When we'are asking
4 i . . .

students to describe the course content or the use of instructional materials,

@ .

we might expect that thé students' anticipated grades should not be related

- /
té the averaged response to these types of items. Yet, we might also ask.
J o
students to describe the impact of. the course in terms of whether or not they
. , Q‘

" perceive that their knowledge and skill has been increased or whether they ¢

. ' - Y
. were motivated to work beyond minimum requirements.‘ It would not be un-

reasonable to assume that if students.agreed with these statements, they

might also expect to receive good grades or thau if.the students' perceptions'
KK . 14

are accurate, the instfuctor might actually agsign relatively high grades.

[N

Therefore, in thig study we will investigate the relationships between

i

4.
‘several course and instructor and four types\of descriptive items and exdamine some

of the issues related to the)fonstruct validity of descriptive statements solicitéd
from students. / e

ok

e
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‘ . ' - Method s

o~ ] - .

During Fall, 1974, a neéw system for soliciting student opinions about.
_ . - ) . - T
teaching called Student Perceptions of Teaching| (SPOT) was introduced at thé

"University of Iowva. fhe‘system\was developed t ‘providé_a sygfématié pro-_-

-

.

ot to the wide diversity of instructional activit es ‘at the university.

"Potential items wérg_gathered by reviewi'é items from a variety of

‘

included if there was some empirical evidence| that tﬁey represented char-

- acteristics on which instructors and classéé differed; 2) all items asked

abou -chgracteris;XE? that a student cougé validly be expected to observe

v

“ of the individual student's perceptionfy 4) the item focus reflected a

L

= , 5 .
\they could be used in more than one course ¢r department.- Additionally, as

a group, the items were selected to offer cpnsiderable variety ii}}ﬁe focus
_ : | ?
of the statements. The pool of 139 descriptive statementstﬁere'grouped

’ - ,

o
into four types:

, "I - Course content, objectives, & structure
,JI = Instructor's hehavior
S III

&4 -




. - e
-

Using an item sampling technique, every faculty member at the University

(N~1344) wa§ sentya questionnaire listing a set of 14-19 items For items a

\of the first three types, faculty were asked to indicate whether or not each

v item described an "important factor in determining how much students learn
o - el A . .
in“any'of the courses you teach." For the fourth type of item’they were to

A
<

indicate whether or not the charactenistic described represented "an dimportant*

outcome "in any of the<courses you teach." In addition, for each item they

-

'indicated whether or not they felt that their "students were competent to

- ' . evaluate that characteristic (outcome)." Based on a return of 672 questionnaires,
80 items were chosen for the SPOT item pool by selecting primarily those items

v

which at least two-thirds of the respouding faculty had assessed as.being im-

portaut factors or outcomes, and for which at least fifty p%;cent iudicated

" that their students were competent to evaluate the characteristic The items |
were distributed across the four topic areas as follows‘ l%ﬂitems of Type I,:
25 items of Type II, 16 items of Type I1I, and 21 items of Type IV (Appendix A)

‘During the last two weeks of the spriﬁg semester, 1974 189 classes

b . .

selected to be represe tative of courses throughout the university participated

Al
item- sampling technique¢/was used to administer the 80 items in each class to ~ *° XV
8

enable us to obtain da a‘én a11 the items without using an undue  amount of class -

each. class in such a way that ap%roximately one—fourth of the students answered

each item. These fo

* be‘ read to the c_]j

were’accompanied by-a standard set of instructions
z “ .

s. On the back‘of each of the four forms wete *four




~

-
. % ’ .
additional items,'included to provide part of the data:reponted in this stqu. Al'i:‘t
 (Appendix B) : : o : . ﬂ
‘ SCUdentqresponseS to the 80 SPOT items ~utilized a scale which ranged L

'measures are variables whose relationships with _refSpon ses .to evaluative items
‘ A

5,
I U

~ s -~

from Stroggly Disagree (coded as 1) to Stiongly Agree (coded ‘as 6) Indivi-

6‘ PR A
dual studént responses to each statement were summarized as the averaged N
1. ‘ ' » ' ) B ‘V .

response for each of the 189 classes in the sample. These class means served

as the dependent va;iable'in all analysés. Eight of the independent variables

3 <
-

for this stydy were measures previously - reported in conjunction with research

-

ond student ratings (e. g.; Gage, 1961 McDaniel & :Zighusen, 1971). These

'

i.‘ Expected grade for each class was computed by averaging the - o . - \
individual students expected grades. - S Lo ‘ ’

2. Actual grade assigned was the ayerage of the individual - ,”( o
grades actuall; assigned by-"the instructor. = - oL o ‘ti e

3. Whether the course"was required'orveléctive\wéb computed as==

“the percent of student% irdicating that the course was required
v ' . ' " . . . » \._-
- N . ! )Q ) \

4, Class size was estimated by the number of students responding

s o < ¥

* 7 to ‘the SPOT form. i ‘ )
- . * . . !

5. Class rank was determined by weighting students reported

for them. o -

4 ) s

’

classification (freshman=1, 'sophomore=2; ey graduate=5)"

0

and averaging over all students in the course. s *': -

§- Rank of the instructor was taken from University ‘records.
A X " . .

7. Sex of‘the instructor was estimated from the instructor's name. °

Tt - ) A

ii

. i
. . - - ) . - i

8. The number of_ years since the instructor had received a bachelor's |
~ P » . : 3

.

4

3

:

1

i

2

. . . . . ' ©
. f - .

‘degree was used as a surrogate for age. . ) : : -




—

]

_ These were varigbles that we had

¢ - by the American founcil on: Education (Roose and Andersen, 1970) '

Co e reoo oo

t&he analyses ‘.'

A Dom / e, .
In addision,bfonr other inqsgendent measures wé{; used in

C e .

v t found ¥eported in the literature but

&
which Wwe wanted to explore as possibly being related to some types of items.

Y .

. 9. A measure of difference«between the average students’ expected

‘grade and the averaged actual grades assigned by the instructor.

. The percent of students attending on the day ;i'administration ' 72
of the forms as. compared to the actual enrollment figures for

the class. . ‘ . ' L -~
+ . N . N

»~
As ‘a measure reIat

¢

to teacher preparation, the rating of the

N graduate institution from which the instructor had received
. o

Ahis/her last degree was based on the Survey of Graduate Edﬁcation

L b

4‘

Finally, we were interested in how students rated the cognitive c@mplexity -

of the course according to the taxonomy deveioped by Bloom et ak, (1956)

’
« v

and hew that perception related to their responses to items concerning ~

.

mental activity.

o

12, Cognitive complexity was computed as the averaged responses

e

of the students to ?uestion 4 in Appendix B. (1 S

L . A | ) .
' Results and Discussion

v

Anyanalysis,of variance was performed for each of thertwelve independent

-

variables with the items nested within type using the averaged student responses

to all 80 SPOT items.: The results of §hose analyses are presented in Tables
o | ) .

~ .

1-12.- - SN S | - . ‘

An overall pattern does- emerge in the analyses.

}

most strongly with items describing instructor behaviors and for most inde-

pendent variables, the meangfesponses by level are more tightly clustered for

o : : : ,/

Students tend to agree

v o N -
.

- -

<,

b
-




8

. from examining the means that .tudent? agree”less strongly with the it

; Since our items were not .sampled randomly from pre-specified domains,

these items than for the other types of items. «In contrast endorsement

by students is genérally least for itéms concerning outcomes of instruction, =

and the - means for the levels on this type of item are typicaIly most divergent.

N

hoWever,
.

it is not clear whether this result 1s a peculiarity of our item sets or a

more general result with implications for instrument construction end ‘;/(r
.,° “ ¥

fhterpretation of results. Since there was a significant interaction between

the. 1eve1s of each of the independent variables,and the types -of items we

*
-

‘investigated the re1ationship~between the responses to ‘the individual items

e

and each independent‘variable. ?hough a correlation of +,19 fon this sample

-

Lo

2
size was sufficient to reject the hypothesis thatftwo variables are uﬂcorrelated

at p< 01, it ‘was decided that a value ot + 30 wou1d be of more gubstantive

interest and would serve to fouus attention on only the most substanfial
“ 2

relationships. In the- discussion to follow, items will H%‘referenced by the

s S

* item number and. @t may be necessary to reféx to Appendix A for the complete,

LI

text of each. item.’ . B E f ' oY ;{,;f S

] . : N

) 1

ems con-

\

cerning outcomes of instruction than with other types of items and that overall

agreement is not as prevalent in 1arger classes as it is in s ller c1asses.

-
*

Sthailer classes ‘seemed’ to respong in a very similar man er, particularly

‘concerningfcaurse content and structure where their, m ; ‘

eans w re'ulustered The
L »

¢

stateménts’ concerning outcomes of instruction seemgd to be/least characteristic

of larger classes where it would be expected that students might feel 1ess_'“x

vpersonal impact concerning motivation and interest and (perhaps) 1earning

activities. That is, students in smaller classes reported that instruction had
(’n - . i "4’ . ?

’

- ¢ .r V

. L . i2



r

moreweffect on them than did students in_larger classes,.

v

.. Insert Table 1 about hete .

- e . ; ( B .
When we look at the individual items we find that one item (#234) had

!

a negative correlation (-. 42) with this variable.. This result is quite

reesonable becauSe as the size of the class increases, it is likely that,

he N

. for msst classes, les$.time would be devoted.to class discussion. In fact,‘

-

the ébsence of such\a relationship would reflect unfavorably on the item 8

° . |4
.

" validity. : | L

Percent of\Students Reepondigg,Compared to Class Enrollment
! \

We thought that the number of stuﬂents who attend class compared to

the actual number‘enrolled might be indicative of students interest in the

s

course and might be reflected ih responses to the type of‘items .concerning

. interest. - Despite the presence ‘of anAinteraction be}ween this variable and

item type, this does not appear to be the case according to the level by type
w . ! Y/

means. Items relatipg to outcomes of instruction, many of which concern student .

b. - @

interest, seeleess characteristic of all- classes. Th%?group“of slasses in

~
for the interaction in this instance. These classes elicited lower means

o

{:}\ f which 80/-85/ of enrolled students responded to the SPOT items seems to account
!

(meaning the items were less characteristic) than the other groups--particularly-

)
on outcomes of instruction and course structure. fherefore, for some rgason, it

Pl o
would appear that outcomes of instruction and‘course strueture are most noteable

. in course where either mist etudents or relati velyﬁfew students attend class._

™

It is interesting to note herekthat, on the average, 81% of the students were

~

attending élass on the days that the SPOT forms were administered. . y

-

%

Insert Table 2 about here = > ' o
: ’ >

13 . | .
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AT T

. I
Class JRank

. .\‘(4.“ ) A . ¢

N ' ¢ t i : a - -1-2- é ’ .

o

The,averagelclass rank df the students showed awsignificant interaction

. o - ; -
- . W <
v

with'the type of item;\though there<did not seem to be substantial differences
* . [ , ‘ ’
among the levels of this variable: . ' .

— .

A S . |
Consistent with expedtation is the pattern .of responses for outcomes
N

—

of instruction.'

*

Classes primaril; consisting of upperclass students and

e

' graduate students (group 7) indicated that the outcomes of instruction were

.

more_characteristic of their courses than did classes of mﬁetly lower- classmen.

L3 -

. AN
» o

v . . . . . ©
. .. » y . .
AR ) .o s
S S oatut |

Insert Table 3 about here '

».
I3 .o N
s -

Further‘anaiysis indicated that only two items of one type,‘focusing on

outcomes of instruction, were positively ‘correlated with" class rank. The

>

relationships with items {427 and #428 indicate the type of activity or moti-

vation like%y to'occur in courses taken primarily by upperclass and graduate

£ 4

HStudentJ;’and, consequently, are compatible with what we presume are common

- 4

:teaching practices. : : ’ v

. L

o
-

Required vs. Elective Courses >

-tended to agree less with most items than did classes which were elected by

4
the student enrolled\as’57requirement.

This analysis produced both a significant interaction effect and a
significant main effect between'classes grouped by perceritage of required

studénts. Classes which were predominantly required courses for the‘students

' +

N

students. This was‘p@tticuﬂsrly 4rue among classes in which 90% or more of
. X . :

) -
For these classes, items concerning

o/

all but instructor behavior seemed to be particularly less characteristic of

-

~ That 1is, the statements in the &tem pool seemed

the inStructional environment. ;

-

to be less descriptive of courses taken as a regquirement.

s

1




.

,( . = Insert Taﬁie»a about herg*

&

.

Loékian‘mﬁividual items, three of the four items '%#102 #4602, {

'#403, and #408) were post frequently endorsed by tudents who had
k]
. enrolled in the cour%e primarily as an elective ‘were of \the .same type -
S 7 N i
outcomes . of instruction. Theae results tend to confirm the expectation

‘ea * N g 13

» * that students are, on average, more interested in cours?e theyvhave,

elected to take and more Iikely to enroll in similar courees in theifuture”
- ¢
What is, perhaps, of greater interest 18 that reéponses to items concerning

~ ]

course content, instructor, behavior, étc. are not strongly correlated with

N . LI .

the degreze to which students are required or elect to take courses.

. [N . ) .
, . ’ IR
Sex of Instructor : N !

T
The significant interaction in this analysis indicated that the items were

Somewhat less characteristic in courses taught by male inetructors than female

v
'

instructors, with’the largest difference occurring'on outcomes of instruction.

However, further analyses did not reveal this variable to have even .a moderate

- . . . L4

correlation (.30) with any of the_S?pf items. ‘ I ' ,

Insert Tablelﬁgabout here _
’ . % . 4

» : _ g 5 .

Rank of Instructor

Thefe was a significant interaction‘ etween the rank of the imstructor
and the student resnonses to the types of jtems. The level by type means
indicated Ehac-for classes taught byqteachi g assistants, theiitezf Eﬁﬁcerning'

i . . . .

. outcomes of instruction tended to be less characteristic than for classes

taught by faculty.

-

-
%
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ey

" vin instTuctor behavior, but the effectiof instruction as estimatkd by

' impact on self-reported etudent leamni

" Again, there were no item averagee'that correlated greatexr than .30 with

°

"AlX ranks seemed to be similar in| class. practices and most similar ;

”

4

-

 perceived outcomes seems to be less chgracteristic forlteaching aeeietant

" than for faculty. That ie,oteaching aisiatagts appeared o have less

g and interest than faculty ‘members,

v s
»

® L . \

-this.variable..‘j ' .

. . . 20 . . _\ . . ) #
\/L i B q > \‘ a ) i | :
. l ) » )
L . Insert Table 6 about here . . . ' . -0

ARV

Age of Instructor : T : 3 ! A

v i

‘The interactionsin: this analysis hétween=the agg of the instructor ak

measured by the‘number of yeara eince obtaining a bachelor’ e degree ad the’

~ types of items indicated a gimilar pattern as -with rank of instructor. Again

4

‘the Iargegt difference in means ocdurred on itefs concerning outcomes of instruc-

tion, indicating that less experiénCed instructors are seen as having less effect

by students. No corfelations greater than .30 energed in additidhal\anelysis.

.

Insert Table f about here

[

Instructor's Graduate School Training

For this variable Level 1 represented‘instructors}yhose graduate programs
were ngt ranked among the best programg inltheir discipline in the American
Council on Education rating. This analysis indicated that students of these
instructors tended to. ag%ee mOre with all types of itéms than students of\the

other instructors. . . f ‘ )
. s . . N ¢




. ) . . ' '.‘?~v‘(§

N.-15-
Of particulaxn interegérhére is that in most other analyses“ine;tuctor

o

" behavior ifems had fhe highest means among)\ the jour types @or.all'levels. .

-~ ‘ . a 3 '
However in tﬁie analysis, Instructdrs whose graduate programs had the

o

highest ratings, had a lower mean than the other groupg-and that mean was '

v

)

lover than the mean for course content, which is an_atypical pattern.
Th%t is, faculty from more "prestigous' institutions were reported as less

frequently exhibiting desirable instructor belraviors. than were othet faculty.
, . -

~

However, this signilfficant interaction nas not reflected in any correlations

>

greater than .30.°
E4

» P N

5 ‘ C
[ : )

Insert Tahle 8 about here - = [ '

. ' »

Averagi,Exnected Grade . o B

a

The significant interaction bétween average’ expected grade and types of

itemi\was consistent,concerning ‘this vnriable. Studengs who enséﬁted relaf/Vely
I
low grades responded that all types of items were less characteriatic of

their courses than the other students, and particularly with items concerning

+ -

outcomes of instruction. Studenta who expected the highest grades agreed

.

more with’the items overall. These atudents responded ‘that,the outcomes of % .

instruction were ,particularly more characteristic of their classes with“e mean’
rating higher than on<:ﬁ% third type of item which #s unusual. Of interest here

//1s,the wide divergeiice amongx the levels for the outcome items. Classes who think

’

they hdve done well in a course report that they are more motivated and have

.

learned more. )
. or V N n ’. - /

. ? L Insert Table 9 about here . _ ' ]
: = | a
-~ - . -
7 - - - )
- ' L3
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/'" concerned with outcomes. of instruction are correlated with average expected

. ) <J ‘ | ) ' - . h h ) . - ' .
. . / . ‘-16= B ) . . . ‘: B "
- N o . - N . - . A &3
' ) . . i e i h \ \ o
” : : : ’ /‘é ) 2

.,

In all 31 of &he items showed a positive correlation of 30 or higher

with average expected grade. Close inspection of/these items reveals that .

o

the, focus of‘the item hag much to do with theée/relationships. ‘At one extreme,

only two items concerning instructional methods and materials (#326.and #301)

,correlated with average expected grade. ‘The‘firsevitem.concerns:the degree

"to which discussion was seen as helpful to learning and the latter item

* ”

concerned the students perception of fairness in grading.

\
For the focus of instructor's ‘behavior, 6 items correlateg with avetage °

/
/

expected grade (#206, #211, #217 #219, #221 and #234). Three of the items

.concerned the maﬁgEr in which material Was presented and the other three

o

,concerned the students perceptions of an empathetic, encouraging instructor;

It is npt unlikely that if students agree with these items, they expect to
. / ) . >
_ wbe succesaful in the courae. > /

'#114, #116 #122, #127,.#128) For th most part they concern helpfulness"

¥ o .
‘of course elemen%s and students. level of interest, factors that might be

o

expected to be related to.how much students think they have Learned

P 'All but six items (407, #{09 #411, #413, #418, and #423) whith are

gradé. Tﬁis is a logical and desi;able reSult, since that—€6 the extent
&w _
that students gain something from the courgse it would be reflected in grades.

' zkl{\ﬁln this case, the gains are interest, motivation, confidence, and increaséﬁ

Because it is accepted practice to assign higher grades, on the

{Fjlzzmledge. ’ L . L ‘ B b
¢ . 7

average, In upper level courses enrolling primarily majors and 4n graduate

° | courses, and since our sample’ contained many such courses, 1t seemed that
PR ‘ A ‘
gome of the differences among courses in average expected grade may be due ,K

-

S,

. . \ 'V 18 | K .

-




1‘related to average expected grade appear to reflect prinarily common

i

: N
to ‘that factor. Therefore, ve reanalyzed the relationlhipo between avera'e

item responsee and average expected grade adjusting for class rank. * £
the 31 correlations of 30 or larger between the items and expected grade,

) U
only A7 still exceeded this value in the new analysis. This re\ult suggests

that aboug half of the SPOT itgms for which responsea are substantially
v [y N

o~
characteristics of upper: level courses. N

Average Assigned Grade R : T

v‘“.,

Here again the interaction between the’ independent variable and - the

type of item was am expected result. The pattern of/%esponses here was .

E similar ‘to, the pattern for expected grade, though the enéorsement .of most

items anong students actually asaigned lower grades‘was greater than among

q

those expecting lower grades. ‘, L

Again, the pattern for students assigned the:higher grades. indicated

2
14

a higher mean on outcomes of instruction than on course methods and materials,_

.
o A

which did not occur forlstudents assigned the lower grades. The means were

o

[ - . . 4
also mémt divergent for the outcome items. ;§1s indicaten that instructors

assign higher grades to classeskin which students think they have learned

. . “ -

more and have been more highly motivated. . T o -

-‘- ’ - ' . L

-

Insért Table 10 about here 4 _

S ’2 N :
Th

re were, however, only‘ll items, far fewer than for expected grades,

<

that correlated (.30 or higher) with the actudl grades ass?.’gned by:the instruct~

. AER N , - . . : ) )
or. - None of the items concerning instructional methwds and materials’

meet. theu-30 criterion. Of the four items focusing on course content and o

-

structure and instru&tor 8 behavior that did meet the criterion (#1127,

#i211, #214, #234), all eignify that instructors tended to give higher gradeo ‘
v L4 - A : A , -

e

B 'AA* . .
©  As a-partial correlation - .

e S 49

.‘& L

@




e in courses'where studente'percei ed exchange of ideas occurring. - Again,

* These items (#404 #405 #414 #416 #427 and #428) suggest that in classes
1
where students d(e motivated to deve op interest beyond what gccurs in

2

a L

A -
v Accuracy of Expected Grades
. N - A student 8 perception of his/her per 0 ce in a course may be quite
_ . differe&t from the instructor 8 perception \f that performance. The average : 4
] "class expgcted graﬂb‘in this sample was 3.2 (on a-%.0 system); the average} ﬁ ‘ ‘% |
;'grade actually assigned was 3.0. It seemed ap;ropf atento inveetigate.' . ‘#
\ whether there was any %elationship hetween the egre\~of_"misperception"
) on the parg.of the students and how theyvrespondﬁﬁ‘tovahe items. The ~

. '\janalysis of variance indicated an interaction between ‘averaged student

y .

responées and the accuracy with ‘which studélts, as Eggroup, anticipated the
th

’\\m average grade assigned in the course. Looking at > level by type means,

."I ° 4 ~/ oy
it wouldsappear that, where there were many discrepancies between expected ?
_ ‘and assigned grades, students tended to respond that the items were less
s ¢ ’
' characteristic of their course on all but the instrucé?r behavior items. . = k

‘

. 4 , ) ~
. Insert Table 11 about here o oo T
< ) ,

vy -

N

__gnitive Complexi_x

Using a modified 5-statement summary of Bloom's taxnnomy, the %tudents
3 (%
were ask/g\to indicate their perceptions of the cognitive level réquired by .

the exams and assignments. It was‘predicted that this variable,would,be _ .

7/




e 3
.

" by thpe means, indicated in courses designated by)student as being of a higher ‘ [\

as requiring lower cognitive levels were least characteristic on outcomes

- required by thte exams. . For courses requiring higher cognitiveglevels,

-19- ' ‘ .

o
.
.

related to students"responses to certain types of items g?at described

o < o
the cognitive activity that they engaged in during the semester. The
9, ;
significant interaction on th&s variable suggests that some types of items /
‘O : l’ '/f"

are nelated to the cognitive complexity of. the course. Examining the devel

cognitive nature, the students tended to ‘@gree mor%?with the items overall.

°

The different pattetns of student responses i3 most distipguishable with

items concerning outcomes of instruction.’ Courses identified by studénts

of instruction than on other types of items. 65 special 1nterest

I3 -

here is the particularlv low mean*for the group on typé 3 items which

describé\methods and materials, inciuding the level of mental activity' o

\

‘f\ . ' hl
the effects of instruction werd more notable. - The responses for all .

levels were most similar for items concerning instructor behavior.
. * .

‘ lnsert Table 12 about here

N . © .
» .

The correlational analysia of the itéms with the varinble on cognitivo

. complexity results in a striking consistency with our expectationa Four

vitems concerning course content, objectivea, and structure (#114 #116,

#123, #128) show a positive relationship to the independent variable. -,

Agreement to each of these items suggests that students perceived that the l
7/

[ v L,

,structure‘of the'courée emphasized the dewelopment of higher level thought

processes. The highgpt cdrrelation (.51) of any item with any variable

3

in this study odcupred between item #114 ‘and the queotion on cognitive complexity.

~

\

>
e
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L . , > i3 .9

The four items focusing on inatructor s behavior (#203, #211, #233,

#234) that“yere correlated wit cognitive complexity suggest that in courses

\ where there occurs 4n exchayge of 1deas among students and with the inatructor"

. . ~ \ 1] R ' . \
. -a higher level of cognitive activity is réhuired.' The one item on instruc-

.\!'v N g - } . : - :

" gnal methods (#326) also concerned with discussion was~similarly correlated

" with cognitive ;uplexity: Three other items of 'this type (#306 #329 #333) -

o ) \ / »
mhich deal with the types of mental activity encouraged by the instructor met

@
e

the cf erion of this analysis. Q.r-.'l s ‘ 4

N +
i ,,/ . .

It is bften & desirable/outcome of instruction that students are able
j7’ to use and develop upon what they have learned from a course. This type of
7activity is represented in the hierarchy of Bloom 8 taxonomy. Five items (#409,
‘#410 #417 #&23 #424) that descfibe the impact of the course as eliciting
these more involved thought processes from the student were related to the

question gn cognitive compl%xity.

. , Summary

¢

of. particular interest to us in the data was that the largest

differences Aamong the levels in each of the analyses occurred on items
7 * . o (1 . .

P O | .
concerning outcomes of instruction. The other three types of items represent

in-class practices. Student responses were most similar on these items. If

.

any type of item describes the effectiveness of instruction, it is the

-student-reported outcomes. These were the items ‘on which classes repre&ent7

Y

ing varying levels of selected characteristics differed the most, B

“ e

v, In most cases the expectation that some types of items'(depending'upon N

] ‘

their focus) wquld be related to certain course and instructor characteristics
. v - %’ N ¥ . .
[ was. confirmed. .Often where a correlation of +.3% occurred between averaged

: . ' {

e . .
E . ° s 2

/%

ot

o
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item responses and the'verieble. the reletionehip whe.reaeonxble.end often
one we had anticipated Perhaps what is equelly noteworthy in’ deVeloping the
construct validity of _ this type of -system are those items which . Q§d not

correlate with the independent variables in” thiglstudy. For examplg,xwe

Y

did not, expect and did fiot find that the class standing of -the students was
“telated to any of the students' descriptions' of-the instructor's class T

o

behavior ; Co _ . - .
N - 2 “
‘f c However, there were some expected reletionehiq’ thet did not occur,
* : - /

An item such as "Adequate time for questioui wle provided” was expected to

' show a larger negative correletion with clase gize (r = - 23) There were tw

items - describing exams (#312 and '332) vhich we hcd expected to be related

)—T
more strongly to cognitive complexity. (Correlatione wereL.27 and .06. )

J/,,aﬁj7/» Further analysis is planned "to enable us to answer some of the .questions
that we -are unable to answer at this time. It would be appropriate with

+

respect to the interactions that occurred but £or which we found no correla—
. tions,to explore the possibility of nonlinear relationships.
Additionally, a more thorough analysis ‘of the significant main effects

(percent required,«expected and assigned grades and cognitive complexity) is

. planned. e —
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- . TABLE 1 b ) -
- ) . \S ‘
A 7/ ‘ .\b.
"~ ANCVA CF seoT ITEM RESPONSES BY. ,CLASS SIZE )
o NO. -OF LEVELS ON INDEPENDENT VARIABLE ‘IS -
LEVEL LOWER LIMIT _  UPPER'.LIMIT ‘
% 1 0, = 1w .
S22 1 - 15 v
3 h 16 ) - - 20 7 /"" ¢
SURE O 21 - 30 e
. 5" . 3) - 50 ¥ ‘
6. , 51 - 166 =
o . " ! -
" ANOVA <UMMARY TABLE FOR LEVELS= CLASS SIZE
- f
SOLFCE * - ~-DF sun oF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE
BEToCLASSES' 188 3003.63 o
B : - 5 166438 ¢ . 33027
ERReB 183 2837,25 - - 15450
WITH.CLASSES 14931, 7542, 88
TYPE 3 106.56 i 35.52
ITEM We TYPE . 76 1157.38 o 15.23
LEVEL X TYPE = 15 96,00 o 6e40**
I XL WITHeT 380 124494 0.33
' © ' ERReW 14457 6058,00 0442
- TOTAL. ~15119 1054650 S
‘ : -~ *¥*p<,01
- MEANS ' .
0 ITEM TYPES , -3
T2 .3 4 AL TyeES -
LEVEL 1 4088 4095 4e8l  4eT2 4485
LEVEL 2 4089 4091 . 4067 466 479
* s
LEVEL 3 4089 4495 4o75  4eTl 4483
. LEVEL 4 4e 15 Z¥$l 4061 <4456 44 T0 -
,ingng 5 4eT " 4aT3 457 [4438 4459 .
LEVEL 6 4aT1  4eTl 4450  4e32  4e57
CALL LEVELS 4e82  4e87 4468 4460
v . - -
- 2O
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' —2!&—; o i -
‘  ~¥ -h‘.\— -“'\TABLEZ. | - - . : /‘Il

e
v

ANGVA CF SPOT ﬁgEH RESPONSES BY: o PERCENT RESPONBINGIENRDLLED

> \ NOe OF LEVEES ON I'NDEPENDENT VARIABLE IS .5
B ) LEVéiﬁq LUHER LIMIT UPPER LIMIT . Lt
S . . - ! 69 ‘ - - rﬁ}

_ _ ‘70 - 779 . LA
: . oot s N 80 - 85 . v e
& v - 4 : 86 - 94 _ ;
- i o .

. TS ~./;p : ‘100
oy . 3 k:'n:' ",‘ i - "v' ‘

" ANOVA_ SUMMARY- TABLE FOR LEVELS=  PERCENT RESPONDING/ENROLLED

: ) / :
SOURCE ~ DF . SUM OF SQUARES = MEAN SQUARE
C BET.CLASSES  *_ 187 . 3003.44 - . -
B S~ 4. 82463 R 20466
_ ERReB 183 292081 _ . 15,96
" WITHeCLASSES 14852 . 7522413 L
TYFE . @ 104431 L 34477
ITEM We TYPE 1150.38 o 15.14
LEVEL X TYPE 12 85¢88 - . T.16%%
I XL WITHeT 304 . Tel3 4 7 [ 0e02
o ERReW 14457 6174.4@ T 0443
EE TOTAL . ©,15039 10525456 o .
3 N . ' ‘, ! “'\‘T' N **p<0.01
. : v _MEANS |
|  ITEMATYPES ‘
1 2 3 4 AL TYPES:
LEVEL 1 4486 4487 u4‘71 U hebh”  4eTT
CLEVEL 2 %e 82 4;87$ ~4.61 4e57 @ 4473
LEVEL 3 . 4e€5 4473 4457  4e37  4e59
LEVEL 4 4088 4493 475 4467 4482
LEVEL & 4085  4eBT  4eB9  4ebh  4oTT.
ALL LEVELS 4483 4487 4468 4460

O . . e -




' \\~ALL LEVELS

. ANOVA CF SPOT ITEM RESPONSES BY

. o .

.t =25=

TABLE 3 '

Y e
CLASS RANK -

NOo OF LEVELS ON INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 1S
LOWER LIMIT :

LEVEL

NV WN

3

SOLRCE .

BET e CLASSES
B8:
ERReB

NITh.CLASSES
TYPE - .

ITEM We TYPE
LEVEL X TYPE

I X L WITHT -

ERReW
TOTAL

:};

&

.l
LEVEL 1 4eé¢
LEVEL: 2 4e13
) iéyEL'a 4o th
LEVEL 4 4481
LEVEL 5 4494
LEVEL € 5400
LEVEL_} 4490

4,83

1,00
2,50

3.20

3.50
4.00
4.50
4.99

A

'ANGVA SUMMARY TABLE FOR LEVELS=

SuM

UPPER LIHIT
2.49 .
3.19
3.49

3. 99 >
4.49 -
4.98;. .
5.00

;:,'

CLASS RANK
OF SQUARES
3003,.63

' 189494

DF
188
6
182
14931
3
76
18
456 °
14378
15119 . 1
_ S
MEANS
ITEM- TYPES
2 3
40Tl 4458
4e80 4457
4089 4463
4.80 ;4071 R
5003  4e77
5¢00 483 -
4095 4472
4e8T  4o68

-Er?

2813469

7542 .68
106.56“
1157.33
102,25
148406
6028463

0546.50

4  ALL TYPES
4034 - 4458
4047 465
406l 4eT5
4060 413 °
4076  4e89
4076 490
4475 4484

4;60-

7

MEAN SQUARE

‘31.66
15446

35652

15023
5o68** ”
0632
0042

**p< 001
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" ANCVA CF SPOT ITEM RESPONSES BY 'Rﬁdb!RED_VS.‘ELECTIVE COURSES

. NOe OF LEVELS ON INDEPENDENT VARIABLE IS 5
A ‘LEVEL . LOWER LIMIT, UPPER LIMIT
L ! R 10,
- o 2 ‘ 11 - 29
. 3 30 - 59
4 .- 60 - -89
.5 : -90 - 100"

~!

. ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE FOR LEVELS® REQUIRED VS. ELECTIVE COURSES

A
§ SOURCE ~ DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE
: . "BETeCLASSES 188 ~  3003.63 _ : -
. . B g 4 - 239456 : 59,89%* _
. ERReB ¥ 186 2766.06 | 15.02 '
WITHoCLASSES 14931 ¢ 7542488 . .
E y TYFE - .3 106456 “ 35,52
- . <ITEM We TYPE 76 115738 15023
- ' LE X TYPE = 12 - 89494 ° ' Te49**
I x L WITHaT 304 ° 113,94 . 0437
ERR oW 14536 607506 o *0e42 | .
TOTAL 15119 10546650 | -
@ o *¥p<,01 ;
‘ T, . ‘,
\ e MEANS : A\ , ).
‘ © ' ITEM TYPES . '
1 2 3 4 ALLTPES .
LEVEL 1 - 4e95 4¢98  4eB1 478 4489 "
LEVEL 2 = 4088 4493  4e73 4468  4e81 L
LEVEL 35, 4490 4494 . 4e72  4e67  4e82
. LEVEL 4 4081  4eBl 468  4e52  4dT1
\g 1 . N ¢ ' ., “ | .
LEVEL 5 . 4060 4070 4446 434  4e53 | /fﬁ\L
: ALL LEVELS 4e83 4487 468 4e60 |
4
. r
' 8 - ’ 0




TABLE

- . q

‘ANCVA CR SPOI;ZTEM RESPONSES -BY

| EVEL LOVER, LINIT
€= 1 -
9

2 ~

X
1AN0VA SUMMﬂRY‘TABLE FOR LEVELS'

sounce OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN- SQU ARE
’ ey, . a \
<. BETeCLASSES . -~188 3003 ¢63 ‘
B 1 24425 24425
ERRsB / =~ 187 2979028 15093
WITHeCLASSES 14931 7542488 . *°
TYFE -3 106656 35452
I1EM We TYPE 76 1157038 15023
. LEVEL X TYPE 3§ 10.81 3.60**
I X L WITHST 76 - 19425 0025
ERReW 14773 624888 0042
TaTAL 15119 10546050 ‘ .
' , : ~ **p<,01
MEANS
S ITEM TYPES 0 : '
1 2 3 4  ALL.TYPES -
LEVEL 1 . 4e81% 4486 4367 4058 4o T4 /
LEVEL 2. 4¢92 4093 4476 - 4eTh 485 )
ALL LEVELS 4e82 4087 4468 , 4460
% AP
/ ’

27—

NCe OF LEVELS ON INCEPENDENT VARIABLE IS

5

SEX OF INSTRUCTOR

2

UPPER1LIMIT _
L2

SER OF INSTRUCTOR

Y
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. TABLE 6
N
ANOVA COF SPOT ITEM RESPONSES BY RANK OF INSTRUCTOR
, NO. OF LEVELS ON INDEPENDENT VARIABLE IS 5
v LEVEL LOWER LIMIT UPPER LIMIT -
| T 1 s
2 2 - 2
> . 4 . 4 - 4 .
) «5 X ///\ 5 g - 5 4
. *  ANOVA.SUMMARY TABLE FOR LEVELS= . RANK OF INSTRUCTOR ¥
- . . % A * N .
SOLRCE DF  SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE
BETGCLASSES 187 3000% 44 , -
B Y, 4 36406 . 9402
¢ . ERR,B 183 2964438 o 16420
WITHeCLASSES 14852 7485 50 ‘ :
. . TYPE 3 106,75 35,58 "]
. "ITEM We TYPE 76 1148444 ‘ : 15011 - T
* LEVEL X TYPE 12 755 | 6030 *¥ i
B X L WITH.T 304 120538 0. 40
ERReW 14457 6034438 042
LA . ° t
TOTAL 15039 10485 o4 | o
< “~ **p<.OI . 7 .
‘ | | MEANS '
‘// ITEM TYPES . |
. S | 2 3 4 ALL.TVPE7“
. ‘ . \
LEVEL 1 4084 4684  4eTl  4ebl 4075 v t
LEVEL 2 4087 4892  4e6T 4466  4eT9
LEVEL 2 4e€3  4e89 470 4e60. 4e76
LEVEL 4 4078 4e80  4e63 458 4o 71 | '
, LEVEL 5 4eTl  4e82  4a5T7 4442 4ebh 57
yre e A .
i CALL LEVELS 4e82 4eB7 ~%e6T7  4¢%0 .
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" TABLE 7

| : N
© @ ANCVA CF SPOT ITEM RESPONSES BY AGE OF INSTRUCTOR
' NOeo OF LEVELS ON INDEPENDENT VARIABLE IS { 5 ¢

LEVEL LOWER LIMIT UPPER LIMIT,
1 1 - 4 .
2 5 - - 10 .
i 3. 11 - - 15
9 4 16 - 25
4 5 ) 26 - nso J}
~ ’ ' o

" ANOVA SOMMARY TABLE FOR LEVELS=, AGE GF INSTRUCTOR

[3

SOLRCE ~ ,'  DF  SUM OF SQUARES ~ MEAN ‘SQUARE
"BET.CLASSES 178 . 2878413 . . , :
. B . . i 4 47L019 11l.80
ERR.B - 1T 2830494 1827
? , .
‘WITHoCLASSES 14141 7145013 . . O ~
TYPE '3 10250 R 34017
ITEM e qe .76 1093475 1439
LEVER X TYRE 12 81450 6079 **
T X L WITHeT 304 106519 | . 035
ERReW. §3T46, "5761e19 - 0e42
TOTAL 14319 10023425

2]

\\\ T *?§<.oi

. MEANS , .
' ITEM TYPES ,?- . 2
1 2 X \ 4 AEL TYPES
LEVEL 1 Ge71 4082 . 4e5T ' 4e42 ~ 4eb4
. . o , % » - . D) LT
- LEVEL" 2 4086 4095  4eT2° 4459 4419 .
LEVEL 2 4074 4eB8l  4e6l  4e53 468
LEVEL 4 407 4089 4070 4065 4478
LEVEL 5 4086 4eB84  4eT3  4e63 4077

~ALL LEVELS, 4482 4086 4468 ; 4459

3}
PR c.




\.u L .. =30-

TABLE 8
] | N ‘ .
' ANGVA CF SPOT ITEM RESPONSES BY xusraucvoa-s GRADUATE scnnut TRAINING
. , NOo OF LEVELS ON INDEPENDENT VARIABLE 1S 4 . ,
LEVEL LOWER LIMIT -/ UPPER LINIT
1 * 0.0 - 0.0
, , 2 1.0 - 1.2 ,

~ . , 3 ‘“;1'03 §- 1,9
R ) \\=—-4 @ ) ?IO " 3.0

ANCVA SUMMARY TABLE FDRQLEVELs-- INSTRUCTOR 'S G&upﬁkTE SCHoOL TRA!N!NG

SOURCE " DF 'SUM OF SQUARES . * MEAN SQUARE
~BETeCLASSES 104 1480.88 o
B . .3 6% 056 21.52 IR
ERReB 10}, 1416431 14402 - .
N Ty .
WITHeCLASSES 8295 4531494 - .
TYPE 3 63 o44 2L1s -
ITEM We TYPE ° 26 . 460050 69 =
LEVEL X TYPE =9 : Ep&.la 4e90**
I XL WITHeT . 228 . 101425 0e44
ERR oW 7979 3662.63 0046 |
TOTAL 8399 6012481 e
_ **p<,01
o ‘ - MEANS
- - | ITEM TYPES “ |
. -1 2 3 "4 ALL TYPES . &
- D
LEVEL 1 5001 ' 5610 4e95 4487 - 4499 )
LEVEL 2 4e73 448l _ 4eT4 = 4449 r3[29 . o
LEVEL 3 4074 4082  4e59 4450 \4e67 10 - - .
LEVEL 4 ° 4e81 478" 4e67 4459 4471 P ’
ALL LEVELS * 4¢78 4483 4470 4YsQ~ : |
A . ‘. . v Y
& o , .. . |
K ' ’;! ’ } oo . s
. /> ‘__t‘: M N . Ry ) ' \ ] . ° W

(€8]
o




-4

ANQVA CF SPOT ITEM RESPONSES BY
"+ NOeo OF LEVELS ON INDEPENDENT VARIABLE IS

.LEVEL .

1,

[N

o

Ui 5 W

f
[

A}

ANOVA ' SUMMARY TABLE FOR LEVELS=

SOURCE

BET.CLASSES
B .
ERR B

NIJHaCLd%SES ‘
Ay TYPE .

ITEM We TYPE

.LEVEL X TYPE
I XL WITHT

ERR oW t
TOTAL
.
1
L LEVEL 1. 4e52
LEVEL 2 4eT4
LEVEL 3 4e90
i LEVEL 4 4e91
LEVEL 5 5¥og
ALt LEAVELS - 4083
. Y

-31-

_ .
TABLE 9

)

LOWER LIMIT UPPER LIMIT
© o 1.00 . - 2.99
3,00 - 3.19
3.30 - 3.‘% -
3.59 - ‘.00
AveﬁAqg)gxpe
"DF  SUM OF squARES
188 3003463 . ;
4 646475 ‘
184 2356, 88 .
« AN

14931 7542, 88

3 106,56
769 . . 1157438
12 ) 104406

304 ° 1170{04 .

14536 6057 044
15119 10546450

 MEANS &

ITEM TYPES B

2 3 4  ALL TYPES
4055 4033  4el9 ° 4e40
4085 4067  4e4B 4069’
4085  44T0 4963  4eTT
° \

4093  4eB0  4eJ4 485
5012 487 4493 5401
4087 4068 4460

¢

33

AVERAGE EXPE

CTED GRADE
5

CTED GRADE
MEAN SQUARE

161469 **
12481

35,52
15.23

| Beb7 **
0439
0042

' **p< .01
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v - ¢ ." %
: p ' TABLE 10
4 ‘ ‘ q'o b / | ¢
ANOVA CF SPOT ITEM RESPONSES BY AVERAGE ASSIGNED GRADE /
.. NOe OF LEVELS ON INCEPENDENT-VARIABLE I1S° 5 ,
| LEVEL. LOWER LIMIT UPPER LIMIT i
z .1 1.00 e 2,74 )
3.2 . 2475 oo 2,99 <
¥ i 3, 3006 b - o 3.24 d
3 4 3.25 - . 3,49 - ) ‘
s -5 3.50 - 4,00 -
f Uy | S .
¥ ANOGVA™ SUMMARY TABLE FOR LEVELSz AVERAGE ASSIGNED capns
§ ¢ SOURCE . DF  SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE -,
‘4. = ‘. N . ” . LR ]
. - BETeCLASSES 181 ' 12918438 ‘ N
- .+ B A4 . 348463 8Tel6**
| ERReB 177 25694 75 14652 °
; i {
] WITH.CLASSES - 14378 7324419 . .
i . 'TYPE - 3 , 102425 34,08
% © XTEM We TYPE 76 1120, 25 14474
p LEVEL X TYPE 12 93456 Te80**:
/ S I_X L WITHeT 304, 145494 0¢48
; ERReW . 13983 586219, - ' 0e42
f TOTAL ' 14559 10242456 |
n ,,. | - *’pccol
. B .,\° i ' s, | -
MEANS ‘
~ ITEM TYPES .o
1 2 3 4 ALL TYPES
. LEVEL 1 4062  4e67 'f4.47“ 430 4e52 -+’
§  LEVE&-2 4eT4 | %eT4. [ 4ebsh  4e4b6 ' 4e65-
vaL 3 4485 4094  HoT2  4e67  4eBl o
- . < : ) e
LEVEL 4 ;4095 495  4eT8 _feBl . 4488
' LEVEL. 5 4497 5406  4s83 4483 449
ALL é}\sts 4083  4eBT . 4468 4460
4 0 ' SO
| . —
f L, L e
A y <4 N\
i o4 :
\ v ! .




)

Is

4

&

. ” . /
ANCVA CF SPOT ITEM RESPONSES BY
NOes OF LEVELS ON INDEPENDENT VARIABLE IS

LEVE

BETeCLASSES
B - .
ERReB

WITHeCLASSES
TYFE

ITEM We TYPE

LEVEL X TYPE:

I XL WTHeT

ERRoW
ToTAL

1.

LEVEL 1 . . 4485

LEVEL 2°  4e50

LEVEL 3 4o €O

" LEVEL & 4els

‘ALL LEVELS 4.83

LOWER LIMIT

1 0.00
0.10
0.20

. 0.40 -

TABLE 11 ,

- =33- s

* N

UPPER LIMIT
0.09 :
'Oolg
0.39
1.11

v
111t

DF ' SUM OF SQUARES
181 ' 2918438 .
3 4156 ‘
178 2876081 °
) . s
14378 1324419
: 3 102425 )
76 1120425
. 9 / 85094
228 31038
14062  \5984.38
14559 10242456 w
MEANS
ITEM TYPES ‘
2 3 4  ALL TYPES
4488 4eTT  4eT0 4480
4692 -4e15 4062  4e80
4089  4e5T  4e58  4eT3
479 4265 451  4e68
4087 4468 4460
v
H
Ve )
39
>

- ACCURACY OF EXPECTED GRADE

- 4«

EN

MARY TABLE FOR LEVELE; ACCURACY QF EXPECTED GRADE

| MEAN SQUARE

13485
, 16016

34,08

14,74 ~
9e55[x’
0e14

0.43

f*p¥.01'

-

N
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| . R o
' . ~ TABLE 12
Q ‘o
M - 4
b N
ANCVA CF SPOT ITEM RESPONSES égﬁ, ‘COGNITIVE COMPLEXITY -
~ NOe. OF LEVELS ON INDEPENDENT VARIABLE IS - S :
.+ = .°  LEVEL LOWER LIMIT URPER LIMIT E
o Y ~1.00 - -1.75 ¢
L o2 1.76 - . 2.00 . .
: 3 2.01 - 2,50 I
§ 4 2.51 - 3.00
E N 5 3.01 - & 5,00
XNGVAosungRv TABLE FOR LEVELS= '  COGNITIVE COMPLEXITY |
R ¢ ... SOURCE  DF ‘ SUM OF SQUARES CMEAN SQUARE °
BET.CLASSES 188 3003463
B o 4 356413 _ - B9e03**
, " ERReB .. 184 © 2647450 14439
© WITHeCLASSES 14931 7542 o 88 , ,
* - .TYPE ’ 106656 . ° . 35452
. " ITEM We TYPE 76 1157.38 " 15¢23"
v " LEVEL X TYPE 12 . 112,13 - 9e34**
I X L WITHT 304 . 193.88 0. 64
 ERReW | 14536 5972494 . 0. 41
' 3 . . . " ’ i
o TOTAL 15119 . 10546450 - : .
LT ’ © . - **p<,01
- R ' - MEANS o - co
- ITEM TYPES
. s 1 2 3 4 . ALL TYPES
JLEVEL 1 - 4458  4a70 437 44300 4450
LEVEL 2 4074  4eTT 4068  4e45 4e66 . /22~
o P /
. LEVEL 2 4086 4489 4480 4463 4480
| - ) : J .
o - LEVEL [4)  4eS4  4e95  4e73  4aT4, 4485 ,
LEVEL 5 5004 5402 4e82 4489 4495 o
. L :\‘ -
ALL LEVELS 4¢3 4¢87 4468 4460 . L
. . | , | o
d -~ - . . ’ ’ . 2
\\ .‘.
) +0




¢ 101- »

102.-

103.

104.°

" 108.

111.

112,

114,

115.

116.
117.
122.
123.
124.

127.

128. '

129,

130.

Appendix A .

/ . : v

Al

I., Course Content, Qbjectives, and Stracturé

-

-

Course difficulty was appropriate for my background.

organization assisted me in leéfning.

-

Course
" ’ . . ’
Subject mattet was intellectually stimulating to me, -

Course content was interesting to me.

-

‘Course goals were clear to me.
I learned basic terms in this area.

Objectives encouraged me to learn the structure and methodology
of the subject. ) ) . > o

I was ehcouraged to apply knowledge and skills in new situations.

Y

Course objectives helﬁed'me understand main emphases,
. v
I was encouraged to learn on my own.
. ,

_Course,requiremehts yvere clear from the beginning.

Facts and cbnceﬁts from related fields were presented.

I,

Instructor emphasized ways of solving problems rather than solutions.
S h

Practical applicationé of the material weretdiscﬁsséd.
Adequate time for qdestiqns was‘provided.

Instructor emphas;zea ideas rathe; than facts.

Ra:ibn#l and inéelleétﬁal aspects of the suqugt wete‘strgssed.

General concepts and ideas were stressed.

N

{

L




201.

203.

"206.

207.

208,
209,

" 210.

211.

212.

214. .
215.

216.

217.
218.
219.
221.
226.
228,
233.

|
234,

" 239,

- 241, ~Instructor discussed “points of view other than his/her own.

242,

245,

247,

'Recent developments in the field were discussed.

®
~g2-

II, Instructor's Behavior

Concepts were‘presented in a manner that aided my iéarning.
My work was evelhated in ways that were meeningful fglme.
Instructor seemed awere of my needs, acilities, and interests.
Instructor seemed to be* concerned with'whether‘I learned the material.
Inetructor seemed enthﬁsiastic when presenting cou%ée material. |
instructor séeme& interested in teaching this course. . | J
Instructor-tesponded to my questions with clarity.
Diecussiqns raised intétesting new ideas. |

My questions were answered fully and completely.
Instructor was avaiiable to me outside of clesé.
Difficult concepts were explained in a heléful way.

Instructor gave'sufficient detail to make generalizations meaningful to

Instructor spoke clearly and was easily understood.

. f .
Presentations wecs interesting and challenging.

‘Material was summarfzed“in a manner which aided my retention.

L}

Instructor communicatzd at a*level appropriate to my understanding.
ia o ‘ o
Instructor summarized major points. "
. ¢

.Instructor made clear what he/she considered important.

Instructor invited criticisms of his/her own 1deas.

I was encouraged to participate in class discussion.

L

/

Class presentation seamed well organized.
4 >
Well-chosen examples wetre used to clarify points.

<8

o

me. .

'Instructor encouraged students to see him/her if they were having difficulty.




301
303.

. 304.
305.
306.
309,

. 312,
315,

317.

" 321.

322.
326,
329.

33,

333,

, o
III. Instructional Methods and Materials

2

g
Grades were based on a fgir balance of requirements and contént.

I kney wh@t improvement was,neéded from feedback on tests/assighments.

-Exams reflectqd the emphases oﬁ,class presentations.

Exams allowed me to adequately demonstrate what I learned.

; ‘ & . . . ~
Exams required me to do more than recall factual information.
Exams covered material on which I expected to be tested.

ﬁxams stressed my ability to apply knowlédge in new si;uations;

. _ 8 :
Assignments and expectations on homework wére clear to me.
" K . e

- Assignments céntributed to my learning. .

Assignments‘;ere congistent with course objectives.
Assigned readings WEre pertinent to t;pics presented in class. TN
Coursc materials were a heLpful'guide to key concepts covered during class
Discussion wés ﬁélpful to my learning.

. ) ’ 14 P
Exams required creative; original thinking. ’

Exams required synthesis oflvarious parts of the course.

Instructor had me apply concepts to demonstrate understanding.

time.
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IV. Outcomes oﬁ Instruction 0

o

. 402. I became more interegted'incghé subject; /;/

3
¢

403. . I %Fg/gjimulated tO'elect'more'courses>in this area.

o

404, T was stimulated to de additional reading in the area.

N Wi : , L . \ .
405. I was sﬁ‘%ulated-to discuss new ideas in or out of class. @
: : - A ] - Y
407. :;?dge and skills were increased. )
N /3;,’ 3 . ’ ‘
408. I devﬁ%pped an appreciation for the subject. - e

/s
;}ﬁlyin critical thidking was increased.
o ) . .

409, ' My /7

1.3 £

s : . I R

410. @@?yfoblem solving abilities were improved.
: 7 E . . ~

+411. ;“ﬁeérned fundamental principles or theories.‘ ) .

413. I learned\to'undergtand my strepgths and weaknesses in the area.

414. Instructor helped'me féel confident in expressing new ideas. -

v

415. ' .I learned to,see relationships among importaht topics and ideas.

416. I was forced to think for myself.
I . :

+

417. . T was motivdted to do work beyond minimum req%irements.

-4

418, I was motivated,to do my best work. . R o -

420. I was stimulated to substantial effort toward learning.

’

v

423, Instrucibr helped me integrate facts and develop generalizations.
424, T had an'opportﬁnity to demonstrate my knowledge and/or understanding.

- " @ - M . - S
' 425. "I learned new ways to evaludte problems. ) h ‘
427. I learﬁedﬁhbw'to find more inﬁEQmation on the subject.
428, I was motivated to study a toplc from the,course on my_ own initiative.

4

.
-




1.

2.

What grade do you expect to
_receive in this course?

[ir_ R "ﬂb_

oofOoooon

8

B

P

F

‘course is a(an)

Requirement.

Elective.

7

Appendix ﬁ
$
Y
' 3. Class
. [J rreshman - , -
E] Sophomore
[] Junior
, Ej Senior
[j Graduate
4,
- -
.

o

In general, tests/assignments primrily
required me to6 (mark only one) e

D )

oo oo

-Integrate concepts.

-~

L

Reprpduce facts & opinionms.

1
Apply information in novel
situations.

Create a product; plan or approach. |

Evaluate the appraprig;eﬁésﬁ\of
gituations. -




